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interest between defendant and defense counsel; whether defendant made claim
before trial court that grievance filed against defense counsel presented conflict
of interest; whether defendant demonstrated how inquiry into nature of grievance
would have been materially different from inquiry that trial court conducted;
whether trial court had reason to believe that conflict of interest existed or that
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necessary due to exigent circumstances.
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failed to satisfy burden to demonstrate that action was commenced outside limita-
tion period; whether date of substantial completion under § 52-584a was date of
report when report did not itself require or effect physical alteration of real
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such improvement to real property; claim that triable issue of fact existed with
respect to substantial completion.


